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Remarks 

Claims 1, 3-12 and 14-33 are pending in the application. Claims 2 and 13 
were canceled witliout prejudice or disclaimer. Claims 3, 6, 10, 11 , 16-18, 21-25 and 
29-32 were witlndrawn by the Examiner pursuant to a restriction requirement. 

Claims erroneously withdrawn 

Claims 16 and 17 were en-oneously withdrawn by the Examiner. Reinstatement 
of these claims is respectfully requested. 

Claim rejections 
Section 103 

Claims 1, 2, 19 and 33 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Thomas (US 2,090,768). The Applicant respectfully traverses. 
Claim 2 has been canceled. The cited reference does not support the rejection of 
the remaining claims for at least the reason that it does not disclose or suggest all 
the claimed features. For example, the reference does not suggest "a vibration 
absorption mechanism that is provided between the main muffler and the 
downstream-side exhaust pipe and that absorbs a vibration transmitted between the 
main muffler and the downstream-side exhaust pipe, by deformation of the joint" as 
recited in claim 1 . 

The noted feature solves a problem in the prior art, as discussed below. 

In the prior art, in an exhaust pipe structure in which a catalytic converter, a 
subsidiary muffler, and a main muffler are disposed on an exhaust passage (see, 
e.g., Japanese Utility Model Publication No. 5-4501), vibration (exhaust pipe elastic 
resonance) in a vibration mode in which nodes exist in heavy components, such as 
the catalytic converter, the subsidiary muffler, the main muffler, etc., occurs due to 
vibration produced in association with the operation of the engine. The vibration is 
likely to cause concentration of stress in junctions between the heavy components 
and the exhaust pipe since, in the junctions, the sectional shape sharply changes. 
Please see paragraphs [0003] and [0005] of the present specification. Especially, if 
an exhaust pipe structure has no heavy component downstream of a muffler, the 
vibration is large . 
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If the vibration absorption mechanism is provided at a middle portion of an 
exhaust pipe (e.g., between an exhaust pipe and another exhaust pipe), the 
vibration would not be absorbed due to a |ow difference between a weight of the 
exhaust pipe upstream the vibration absorption mechanism and a weight of the 
other exhaust pipe downstream the vibration absorption mechanism. Namely, 
because a difference between the weight of the exhaust pipe and the weight of the 
other exhaust pipe is low, the exhaust pipe and the other exhaust pipe vibrate 
integrally when the vibration reaches one of the exhaust pipes. The claimed 
invention solves the above problem. According to the present invention as claimed, 
the vibration absorption mechanism is provided between the main muffler and the 
downstream-side exhaust pipe and absorbs a vibration transmitted between the 
main muffler and the downstream-side exhaust pipe, by deformation of the joint. 
Thus, a difference between a weight of the main muffler upstream the vibration 
absorption mechanism and a weight of the downstream-side exhaust pipe 
downstream the vibration absorption mechanism is large. Therefore, even if the 
downstream-side exhaust pipe is vibrated, the main muffler is not vibrated. 

Thomas does not suggest any problem as described above, nor the claimed 
solution including the vibration absorbing mechanism. Consequently, claim 1 is 
allowable over Thomas. Claim 19 depends on claim 1 and is therefore likewise 
allowable for at least that reason. Claim 33 has been amended similarly to claim 
1, and is therefore likewise allowable. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1,2, 4, 5, 7, 12, 13, 15, 19 and 33 were rejected under 35 USC 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Steenackers et al. (US 6,260,652) 
("Steenackers"). Claims 2 and 13 have been canceled. The Applicant respectfully 
traverses the rejection of the remaining claims. The cited reference does not support 
the rejection for at least the reason that it does not disclose or suggest "a vibration 
absorption mechanism that is provided between the main muffler and the 
downstream-side exhaust pipe and that absorbs a vibration transmitted between the 
main muffler and the downstream-side exhaust pipe, by deformation of the joint" as 
recited in independent claims 1 and 33. 
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Although Steenacker discloses a flexible pipe member 18, there is no 
suggestion that the member 18 is provided between a main muffler and a 
downstream-side exhaust pipe. Instead, Steenacker's member 18 and a 
connection 19 are provided between a bent pipe 17 and a first silencer 21. 
Moreover, Steenackers does not suggest that the exhaust pipe comprises only one 
main muffler, as further recited in claims 1 and 33. Consequently, claims 1 and 33, 
and claims dependent thereon, are allowable over Steenackers. Withdrawal of the 
rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claims 1,2, 4, 5, 7, 12, 13, 15, 19, 26 and 33 were rejected under 35 USC 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Jorg Alexnat et al. (US 6,058,702) ("Alexnat"). 
Claims 2 and 13 have been canceled. The Applicant respectfully traverses the 
rejection of the remaining claims. Along lines discussed above, the cited reference 
does not support the rejection for at least the reason that it does not disclose or 
suggest "a vibration absorption mechanism that is provided between the main 
muffler and the downstream-side exhaust pipe and that absorbs a vibration 
transmitted between the main muffler and the downstream-side exhaust pipe, by 
deformation of the joint" as recited in independent claims 1 and 33. Withdrawal of 
the rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claims 8 and 9 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Thomas in view of Sato et al. (US 5,813,491) ("Sato"). The Applicant respectfully 
traverses. Claims 8 and 9 depend on claim 1 and are therefore allowable over Thomas 
for at least the reasons discussed above. Sato does not remedy the deficiencies in 
Thomas. Withdrawal of the rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claims 8 and 9 were further rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Steenackers in view of Sato. The Applicant respectfully traverses. 
Along lines discussed above, claims 8 and 9 depend on claim 1 and are therefore 
allowable over Steenackers. Sato does not remedy the deficiencies In Steenackers. 
Withdrawal of the rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 
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Claims 8 and 9 were still further rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alexnat in view of Sato. The Applicant respectfully traverses. Along 
lines discussed above, claims 8 and 9 depend on claim 1 and are therefore allowable 
over Alexnat Sato does not remedy the deficiencies in Alexnat. Withdrawal of the 
rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claims 13 and 14 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Steenackers In view of Kida (US 6,279,965). Claim 13 has been canceled. The 
Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claim 14. Along lines discussed above, 
claim 14 depends on claim 1 and is therefore allowable over Steenackers. Kida does 
not remedy the deficiencies in Steenackers. More specifically, Kida relates to a pipe 
joint for connecting a first fluid pipeline and a second fluid pipeline (see claim 1). 
Therefore, Kida teaches away from the present invention. Accordingly, withdrawal of 
the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claims 13 and 14 were further rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alexnat in view of Kida. Claim 13 has been canceled. The Applicant 
respectfully traverses the rejection of claim 14. Along lines discussed above, claim 14 
depends on claim 1 and is therefore allowable over Alexnat and Kida. Withdrawal of the 
rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claims 27 and 28 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Steenackers in view of Kempka et al. (US 6,158,214) ("Kempka"). The Applicant 
respectfully traverses. Along lines discussed above, claims 27 and 28 depend on claim 
1 and are therefore allowable over Steenackers. Kempka does not remedy the 
deficiencies In Steenackers. Withdrawal of the rejection is therefore respectfully 
requested. 

Claims 27 and 28 were further rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alexnat in view of Kempka. The Applicant respectfully traverses. 
Along lines discussed above, claims 27 and 28 depend on claim 1 and are therefore 
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* allowable over Alexnat and Kempka. Withdrawal of the rejection is therefore 
respectfully requested. 

Conclusion 

In light of the above discussion, Applicant respectfully submits that the present 
application is in all aspects in allowable condition, and earnestly solicits favorable 
reconsideration and early issuance of a Notice of Allowance. 

The Examiner is Invited to contact the undersigned at (202) 220-4323 to discuss 
any matter concerning this application. The Office is authorized to charge any fees 
related to this communication to Deposit Account No. 1 1-0600. 



KENYON & KENYON LLP 
1500 K Street, N.W., Suite 700 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Tel: (202) 220-4200 
Fax:(202) 220-4201 



Respectfully submitted. 
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